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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see pages 7-10 of the remarks, filed 5/23/2006, with 
respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-14 under U.S.C. 103 have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon 
further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of a different 
interpretation of previously applied references 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 5, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kitagawa (JP 10-304950) in view of Shang (US 6,132,455). 
Kitagawa discloses a mat comprising multiple chambers (2) which are in parallel and 
adjacent to each other, wherein the multiple filling chambers are formed of flexible 
sheets, a gel-like heat medium is charged into the multiple filling chambers by inserting 
closely a bag (4) having the heat medium charged therein into each of the multiple filling 
chambers and sealing the multiple filling chambers. However, Kitagawa does not 
disclose embosses. Shang shows a mat comprising emobosses (105; see also col. 4, 
lines 46-47). Kitagawa and Shang are analogous because they are from the same field 
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of endeavor, i.e. mats. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the mat of Kitagawa with the embosses of 
Shang. The motivation would have been to provide a more secure and safe seal of the 
filling chambers. Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the invention to 
Kitagawa as specified in claim 1 . 

With regards to the limitation wherein each emboss being formed by bonding 
together predetermined regions of wall surfaces that form one of the multiple filling 
chambers, it is noted that this is a product-by-process limitation and granted no 
patentable weight. Additionally, as whether a product is patentable depends on whether 
it is known in the art or it s obvious, and is not governed by whether the process by 
which it is made is patentable In re Klug . 333 F2d 905, 142 U.S.P.Q. 161 (CCPA 1964). 

Regarding claim 3, see above explanation of product-by-process. 

In regards to claims 5 and 1 1 , Kitagawa shows flexible fins which are extended 
outwardly from at least a part of the margins (see figure 1 of Kitagawa). 
2. Claims 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kitagawa (JP 10-304950) in view of Shang (US 6.132,455) as applied to claim 1, in 
further view of Balaton (US 5,044,030). Kitagawa as modified, discloses the mat of 
claim 1 . However, Kitagawa as modified, fails to disclose wherein the multiple filling 
chambers are a pair of opposite thermoplastic resin sheets. Balaton discloses a mat 
comprising multiple chambers made of thermoplastic sheets (col. 3, lines 45-46). 
Kitagawa and Balaton are analogous because they are from the same field of endeavor, 
i.e. mats. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to modify the mat of Kitagawa with the thermoplastic resin 
sheets of Balaton. The motivation would have been to provide a material which is 
impervious to liquids in order to retain the mat in acceptable shape. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to modify the invention of Kitagawa as specified in claims 4 and 10. 

3. Claims 6-7 and 12 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kitagawa (JP 10-304950) in view of Shang (US 6,132,455) as 
applied to claim 1 , in further view of Navarro (US 6226820). Kitagawa as modified, 
discloses the mat of claim 1 . However, Kitagawa as modified, fails to disclose wherein 
the heat medium is a cooling and heating material. Navarro discloses a gel pad 
wherein the gel can retain heat (thereby making it a warming material) or cold (thereby 
making it a cooling material) depending on the temperature to which the gel has been 
subjected (col. 5, lines 45-48). Kitagawa and Navarro are analogous because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, i.e. mats. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to alter the cushion taught by 
Kitagawa, with the gel as either a warming or cooling material as taught by Navarro, in 
order to make the user of the mat comfortable. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to modify the mat of Kitagawa as specified in claims 6-7 and 12-13. 

4. Claims 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kitagawa (JP 10-304950) in view of Shang (US 6,132,455) as applied to claim 1, in 
further view of Carson (US 6375674). Kitagawa as modified, discloses the mat of claim 
1 . However, Kitagawa as modified, fails to disclose wherein the heat medium is a 
hydrogel. Carson discloses a cooling/heating pad comprising a hydrogel to achieve a 
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relatively high thermal conductivity (col. 9. lines 12-17). Kitagawa and Carson are 
analogous because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e. mats. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to alter the cushion taught by Kitagawa, with the hydrogel as taught by Carson in order 
to improve the thermal conductivity of the cushion. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to modify the invention to Kitagawa as specified in claims 8 and 14. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan J. Liu whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8227. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8 am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patricia Engle can be reached on (571) 272-6660. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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